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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

1. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

2. Claim 24 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. Claim 24 is directed to a computer program 
product that comprises software code portions of a process to performed on a computer 
that is directly loadable into a memory of a digital computer. The computer program 
product is does not constitute any invention of the statutory classes of invention (i.e., 
method, machine, manufacture, composition of matter). (Note claim is to the program 
product and not to the process). The feature of being directly loadable does not provide 
for the invention becoming a statutory class. The mere being able to take an abstract 
idea (of software code portions of a process) and inputting the abstract information 
directly into a memory such as by using a conventional input device does not provide for 
an invention that is with any of the statutory classes of invention. 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-16,19-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Van Dyke (patent No. 6,934,832) in view of Schlansker (patent No. 6,408,428). 
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5. Van Dyke taught the invention substantially as claimed including a data 
processing ("DP") system comprising (as per claims 1 , 24): providing a first set of 
registers (x86 set of registers) and providing a second set of registers (Tapestry 
physical machine registers) and mapping each of said first register set in a 
corresponding register of said second set designed to emulate the behavior or the 
register of said first set, performing an unique independent translation of the 
instructions of the first set into said second set (e.g., see col. 34, line 6-col. 35, line 67 
and col. 32, line 1-65). 

6. Van Dyke taught the operations providing a second set of registers and of 
mapping being obtained by adding functional units (x86 aligner and x86 converter)(to 
the processor and keeping the core unaltered) (e.g., fig. 1C)|The core contains a portion 
that performs native instructions and the difference between the system with the 
capability of performing emulated x86 instruction is the addition of the x86 converter and 
x86 aligner in figure 1c therefore the core for executing native instructions is left 
unchanged]. Further the Van Dyke x86 converter provided translation of the x86 
instructions without direct access to the resources of the core (e.g., see fig. 1C). 

7. Van Dyke taught translation x86 instruction into a native instruction set for the 
reason that x86 code can run slower than native code (e.g., see col. 32, lines 1-20). Van 
Dyke however did not expressly detail the native code comprised VLIW. Borrill however 
taught a dynamic decode unit for translating a complex instruction set in to native VLIW 
instructions (e.g., see col. 5, lines 19-39). Borrill also x86 instructions were the type of 
instructions being translated into a second native instruction set (e.g., see col. 1, lines 
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14-62). [this provides for an embodiment where instructions of an x86 instruction set is 
translated into a native VLIW instruction set]. 

8. One of ordinary skill in the DP art would have been motivated to combine the 
teachings of Van Dyke and Borrill. Both references were directed toward the problems 
of translating non-native instruction into native instructions for execution (e.g., see col. 
1, lines 8-33 and col. 1, lines 38-67 of Borrill). Therefore one of ordinary skill would have 
been motivated to incorporate the Borrill teaching of translating complex instructions to 
VLIW instructions at least to take advantage of the efficiency of executing operations 
VLIW instructions and the feature of use of VLIW instruction to provide a reduced use 
of processor bandwidth (e.g., see col. 7, lines 32-41). 

9. As per claim 20 Van Dyke taught a translation subsystem designed to receive at 
input an instruction of the first instruction set and supply at output a translation 
comprising one or more instructions of the second instruction set (e.g., see col. 34, line 
6-col. 35, line 67 and col. 32, line 1-65) a translation memory coupled to the translation 
subsystem and structured to store said translation (native registers)(e.g., see col. 34, 
line 6-col. 35, line 67 and col. 32, line 1-65);control device for taking said translation 
from said translation memory and supplying it to the core of the processor (Instruction 
and decode dispatch)(e.g., see fig. 1C). 

10. Van Dyke taught translation x86 instruction into a native instruction set for the 
reason that x86 code can run slower that native code (e.g., see col. 32, lines 1-20). Van 
Dyke however did not expressly detail the native code comprised VLIW. Borrill however 
taught a dynamic decode unit for translating a complex instruction set in to native VLIW 
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instructions (e.g., see col. 5, lines 19-39). Borrill also x86 instructions were the type of 
instructions being translated into a second native instruction set (e.g., see col. 1, lines 
14-62). [this provides for an embodiment where instructions of an x86 instruction set is 
translated into a native VLIW instruction set]. 

11. As per claim 2, 13, Borrill taught adding plural functional units comprising adding 
translation units (210,220,230,240,250,260,270) external to the core of the native VLIW 
processor the translation device intercepting accesses to a storage area reserved to the 
instructions of the first instruction set(e.g., see fig. 5 and col. 4, lines 15-30 and see col. 
1 , lines 14-62 and col. 5, lines 8-65) [incoming instruction that would be stored 
instruction memory are intercepted and translated to VLIW instructions]. 

12. As to the limitations of claims 14,15,16 Borrill taught a control set of pointers in 
table 1 (e.g., see col. 30 lines 5-62) and since the pointers are separately accessed for 
comparision by the router then it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill that 
there would have been in separate registers (e.g., see fig. 5). Further the converters are 
inactive until the router sends instruction for translation. Therefore one of ordinary skill 
would have been motivated to only activate the translators upon receipt of an 
appropriate instruction to save power (e.g., see fig. 4). 

13. As per claim 3, Since Borrill taught processing an incoming instruction 
comprising determining the type of incoming instruction and determining the appropriate 
translation device for the instruction before decoding the instruction for execution (e.g., 
see fig. 4) when the processor had finished previous instruction and was waiting for a 
next instruction to be decoded by the appropriate decoder one of ordinary skill would 
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have been motivated to force the program counter (which indicates the next instruction 
to be executed) to point to the translation memory reserved in the translation device for 
containing a translation of the instruction belonging to the first (native instruction set) 
that is in the meantime decoded. [ The waiting would have at least occurred because at 
that time the processor would not have had any instruction to process until the next 
instruction was decoded] 

14. As per claim 4,Borrill taught loading in the reserved translation memory (e.g., see 
fig. 4) all instructions that constitute the translation of the decoded instruction of the set 
(e.g., see fig. 6, and col. 6, line 48-col. 7 line 32), 

1 5. As per claim 5,23 further since Borrill taught plural converters for different type 
instructions and a router for routing to the particular decoder one of ordinary skill would 
have been motivated to provide a jump to link for jumping to the address of the 
converter process (e.g., see fig.3,4,5 and col. 4, lines 15-29) Further, Borrill taught a 
separate coding for the different types of instructions (e.g., see col. 4, lines 30-58). 
Therefore one of ordinary skill would have been motivated to use these separate coding 
identifiers to address the different decoder by using different addresses or pointers. 

16. As to the Claim 6, Borrill taught translating all instructions of the first set to which 
there does not correspond to an equivalent single instruction in the second instruction 
set with an unconditioned GOTO jump (132,134)(e.g., see fig. 4)[if the system does not 
have an appropriate converter the system traps and emulates the instruction]. 

17. As per claim 7,8, Borrill taught mapping the registers of non-native to native 
registers for emulation of non-native instructions (x86 instructions). Also, Borrill taught a 
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separate coding for identifying the different types of instructions (e.g., see col. 4, lines 
30-58)(this would have corresponded to the address of the instruction to be decoded). 
Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the system of Van Dyke 
and Borrill the program counter register would have been emulated (e.g., see col. 34, 
line 3-col. 35, line 67 of Van Dyke) and the program counter would have been forced to 
the same value as for the VLIW processor and the counter of the emulated processor. 

1 8. As to claim 9, since the Borrill reference taught different numerical idendifiers for 
different converters for native code emulating non-native code then it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill that when the emulated code was finished an the system 
returned to the native code instructions then at times it would require a jump to the 
native code sequence (especially since there were plural different converters (DDU) for 
converting the code). 

19. As per claims 10-12, The incrementing of an program counter for processing 
instruction that were emulated was conventional for sequential access to the next 
address of a sequence of instructions. Further since, as discussed above, with a jump 
to the sequence of native instructions one of ordinary skill would have been motivated to 
decrement the program counter by a predetermined amount to address the native 
instructions when the native instruction block was at a smaller address region than the 
emulated instructions. The incrementing or decrementing by a multiple of two (such as 
four or eight) was well known in the art with respect to computers such as Van Dyke 
and Borrill that would have addressed blocks or regions by addresses in a multiple of 
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two as the addresses are translated into binary for processing by the computer (e.g., 
see col. 3, line 46-col. 4 line 58 of Borrill). 

20. As per claim 19, The reading of status flags for determining the state of the 
system was well known in the art at the time of the claimed invention. Also Van Dyke 
taught (e.g., see col. 38 lines 7-21) the performing a precheck to determine if the 
execution is about to enter a region of code that cannot be trusted to execute correctly. 

21 . As to claim 21 , Van Dyke taught a translation table (e.g.. see figs. 9e,9c). As per 
claim 22, Borrill taught the converters between the input of instructions and the vliw 
functional units. Borrill taught memory (40) and one or more storage media would be 
coupled to the CPU (e.g., see col. 3, lines 35-45). One of ordinary skill would have been 
motivated to use a fast small memory or cache to provide fast access to data and 
instructions input to the processor as was well known in the art at the time of the 
claimed invention. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

Claims 17-18 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, 
but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of 
the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 
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Moreno (patent No. 5,951 ,674) disclosed a object code compatible 
representation of very long instruction word programs(e.g,. see abstract). 

Lin (patent No. 5,852,726) disclosed a system for executing two types of 
instructions that specify registers of a shared logical register file (e.g., see abstract). 

Tremblay (patent No. 5,925,123) disclosed a processor for executing instruction 
sets received from a network or from local memory (e.g., see abstract). 

Lin (patent No. 5,852,726) disclosed a system for executing two types of 
instructions that specify registers of a shared register file (e.g., see abstract). 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Eric Coleman whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
4163. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Eddie Chan can be reached on (571 ) 272-4162. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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